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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . In response to the Applicant's amendments filed 12/5/2007, claims 1-20 are pending. 
Claims 1-3, 15-18, & 20 are withdrawn from consideration. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

4. Claims 4-6 & 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schrenk et al. (US 4,091,550), hereinafter known as Schrenk, in view of Kalley (US 7,129,706 
B2), hereinafter known as Kalley. 

5. Schrenk teaches a system for providing operation, diagnostic, procedure or maintenance 
training, comprising: a mechanical mock-up of at least a part of a system on which the training is 
required (simulated piece of electronic equipment, 3:42-53), the mechanical mock-up having a 
plurality of probe points (test points T1-T12, T14-T17, T18, T19-25, T27 & 28, 3:54-65), each 
one of said probe points being respectively connected to one of said electronically readable 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/687, 1 36 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3714 

memories that respectively store a unique identifier code ({simulator} data processor has 
designated memory locations, having logical array tables, which comprise probe detection 
means for storing a different {unique} digital test point condition signals, representing a 
simulated voltage condition, at each one of the test points, 5:3-1 3); a host computer comprising 
means for communicating with a simulation server (student scope display and keyboard input, 
connected through other parts of the system through a cable, 6:L3-9), and means for 
associating each unique identifier code with a corresponding probe event (array tables V and R 
comprise test storage means for storing test point digital signals representing a simulated 
voltage or resistance condition, respectively, at each of the test points, 5:13-18), passing a 
probe point event to the simulation server (data processor communicates with receiver and 
VOM {Volt-Ohm Meter} through a hybrid computer link, 5:28-45), and determining a response of 
the simulation server to the probe event (By monitoring all test points, the computer "knows" 
which point is touched; VOM needle is deflected according to the setting of the VOM control 
knob, the test point touched, and the test point condition data stored in array tables V and R, 
6:37-41); and simulated diagnostic equipment having at least one probe that can be 
maneuvered to contact any one of the probe points ({VOM} detector probe that is adapted to 
comate with the test points in the receiver, and is sufficiently large enough to be handled 
manually by a student using the system, 4:62-66), means for reading the unique identifier code 
when one of the probe points is contacted by the probe (data processor communicates with 
receiver and VOM through hybrid computer link, 5:28-6:2), means for communicating with the 
host computer in order to pass each unique identifier code to the host computer and to receive 
feedback from the host computer (link comprises an A-D converter which receives data over 
conductors and transmits corresponding digital data over conductors to memory locations, 5:49- 
54), and means for processing the feedback to determine a display value to be displayed (Link 
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also includes a D-A converter which receives digital data from memory and transmits a 
corresponding tester indicating signal over conductor to VOM, 5:63-66) [Claim 4]. Schrenk also 
teaches an article comprising: an electronically readable memory (data processor including 
memory comprising logical arrays, 5:3-21) connected to a mechanical mock-up of a system or a 
machine (data processor communicates with receiver and VOM through a hybrid link, 5:28-45), 
for emitting a computer readable modulated electrical signal upon electrical contact with a probe 
of a simulated diagnostic tool (VOM probe has a low voltage on tip which completes a circuit 
when it touches a test point, 6:35-41 ); the signal comprising a unique identifier code (logical 
arrays comprise probe detection means for storing a different digital test point identification 
signal for each test point touched by probe, 5:9-12) to determine a probe event that indicates 
electrical contact between the probe and a probe point on the mechanical mock-up (By 
monitoring all test points, the computer "knows" which point is touched, 6:37-41) [Claim 19]. 
What Schrenk fails to teach is wherein the electronically readable memories are located on the 
piece of electronic equipment to be tested, forming part of it, explicitly transmitting the unique 
identifier code through the probe upon electrical contact, where the probe event is indicative of a 
commencement and termination of the electrical contact [Claims 4 & 19]. However, Kalley 
teaches a part tester, which is adapted to electronically read unique identifying information 
affixed to a part (1:66-2:29). In the primary embodiment, Kalley teaches a battery tester with a 
probe for reading a barcode affixed to a battery part being tested (see also Figure 3, Items 40 & 
60). Note that Kalley also teaches an embodiment where the identifying information is coded 
into an electromagnetic signal, including an electrical signal, from a chip associated with the 
battery {part}. Kalley also teaches requiring the device to read the unique identifying information 
only when the cable is attached to the battery (2:44-48), thus Kelley teaches an event indicative 
of a commencement of the electrical contact. It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art to affix Kalley's chip, associated with a part to be tested, to the simulated testable electronic 
part of Schrenk, and to transmit a unique identifier code as an electronic signal from a memory 
to the simulated tester, as in Schrenk, where the memory is located in the tested part, and is 
communicated to the tester by a probe, and where the event signals the commencement {and 
conversely, a termination} of an electrical contact, as connections are commonly both made and 
broken, as taught by Kalley. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time the invention was made, to have the electronically readable memory containing 
unique indentifying information about a test point on a mechanical mock-up to be tested, as 
taught by Schrenk, located on and forming part of the mechanical mock-up, to be read by a 
probe, and identifying the commencement of an electrical contact, as taught by Kalley, in order 
to prevent fraud or cheating by students using the simulator, because the simulated part itself 
would contain the encoded correct answer to the instruction requiring the student to use the 
tester, rather than solely in the simulator [Claims 4 & 19]. 

6. Schrenk teaches wherein each of the electronically readable memories respectively 
comprise a microelectronic circuit that is activated to output the unique identifier code when the 
probe contacts one of the probe points to which the microelectronic circuit is connected (data 
processor, with memory comprising probe detection means; data processor is disclosed to be a 
microcomputer, which is inherently a microelectronic circuit, 5:3-21) [Claim 5]. 

7. Schrenk teaches wherein the probe activates the microelectronic circuit when it contacts 
the probe point by supplying an electrical current through the connection to the microelectronic 
circuit (VOM probe has a low voltage on it, which completes a {microelectronic} circuit when it 
touches a test point, the computer "knows" which point is touched, 6:35-41) [Claim 6]. 
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8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schrenk, in view 
of Kalley, as applied to claims 4-6 above, and further in view of Krauss et al. (US 2002/0191363 
A1), hereinafter known as Krauss. 

9. Schrenk and Kalley teach all the features as demonstrated above in the rejection of 
claims 4-6. What Schrenk and Kalley fail to teach is wherein the electronically readable memory 
comprises a touch memory button [Claim 7]. However, Maxim/Dallas Semiconductor Corp.'s 
iButtons are old and well-known in the art. Krauss teaches an electrical device using an 
information memory embodied as a memory button for transferring characteristic data pertaining 
to the device (Abstract, Para. 0028 & 0028; also, Figure 1, Item 12). The electronically readable 
memory used in the invention of Schrenk would be implemented as a memory button, which 
could be attached to the mechanical mock-up, as taught by Kalley. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to have 
implemented the electronically readable memory of Schrenk, in light of the teachings of Kalley, 
as a memory button, as further taught by Krauss, in order to simplify the storage of parameters 
such as the V and R test point condition data [Claim 7]. 

10. Claims 8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schrenk, in 
view of Kalley, as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Fordham et al. (US 
5,067,901), hereinafter known as Fordham. 

1 1 . Schrenk and Kalley teach all the features as demonstrated above in the rejections of 
claim 4. Schrenk teaches a simulated Volt-Ohm Meter (VOM, 4:35-45) having two conductors; a 
conductor to a detector probe (4:62-66), and a conductor to ground (4:44-45). What Schrenk 
and Kalley fail to explicitly teach is wherein the simulated diagnostic tool comprises an 
electronic multimeter having two probes [Claim 8]. However, Fordham teaches an apparatus for 
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simulating a multimode meter (multimeter) having a pair of test leads (Abstract, 1:58-61, 2:52- 
53; also, Figure 4, Items 16a & 16b). The conductor of Schrenk connected to ground would be 
connected to a probe, rather than permanently connected to ground. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to have 
incorporated a pair of probes, as taught by Fordham, into the Volt-Ohm Meter of Schrenk, in 
light of the teachings of Kalley, in order to allow a student to probe other connections on a 
simulated system, based on a selected refernce voltage other than ground [Claim 8]. 

12. Schrenk teaches wherein the simulated diagnostic tool comprises a simulated 
multimeter (VOM, 4:35-45) with a mode selector input (scale selector knob, 4:46-61), and a 
communications processor for communicating with the host computer (converter receives digital 
data from memory locations and transmits a corresponding tester indicating signal to VOM, 
5:63-66) [Claim 9]. Schrenk teaches the use of A-D and D-A converters for translating the digital 
data of the simulation for display on an analog VOM (5:46-66). What Schrenk and Kalley fail to 
teach is where the multimeter is digital [Claim 9]. However, Fordham teaches the use of a 
simulated digital multimeter, displaying digital display signals (Abstract, and 1:44-56). The 
analog VOM of Schrenk would be substituted for a digital multimeter. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to have 
substituted the VOM of Schrenk, in light of the teachings of Kalley, with a digital multimeter, as 
taught by Fordham, in order to simply the link between the digital simulator and the VOM, and 
also to teach a student to read a digital multimeter rather than an analog VOM [Claim 9]. 

13. Schrenk teaches wherein the means for communicating with the host computer 
comprises means for communicating the mode selection input to the host computer to 
determine a set of simulation parameters maintained by the simulation server that are to be 
associated with the display value (scale selector knob {is} operated by the student to identify the 
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desired sensitivity of the tester on the volts AC, volts DC, and resistance scales, 4:46-61; the 
sensitivities of the scales are inherently selection parameters; the display value is a 
conventional meter movement on the VOM that operates a deflection needle, behind which are 
various scales inscribed on the face of the meter, 4:35-42, of which the scale selector knob 
selects between; also, input 1 25 provides a means of sensing the state or position of the VOM 
control switch, 5:41-43; this input is communicated to the data processor through the hybrid link, 
5:28-31; also, 6:61-66) [Claim 10]. 

14. Schrenk teaches an instructor station that may be used to control the simulation server 
to simulate system faults (the training system also comprises an instructor scope display unit, 
6:10-24, also Figure 6, Item 210; the instructor unit is shown to have a two-way connection {at 
Figure 6, Item 212} to the data processor, Figure 6, Item 180; therefore, the instructor unit 
inherently communicates with the data processor's control unit, Figure 6, Item 183; also the test 
point device can simulate both normal equipment operation and operation when certain 
components have failed, 2:18-26; the system is programmed to simulate DC voltage and 
resistance-to-chassis-ground measurements for normal and abnormal operation due to one type 
of failure, 6:44-47) [Claim 11]. 

15. Schrenk teaches wherein the instructor station further permits an instructor to monitor a 
training exercise (the training system also comprises an instructor scope display unit {and a} 
data processor, 6:10-24; the function of the software system is to: Drive and monitor the VOM), 
guide a trainee through a training exercise (display text material explaining the operation of 
VOM and receiver, and provide a simple structure for student question/answer dialog, 6:10-24), 
create a simulation program (software routines and functions for coding instructional modules, 
6:67-8:58; also, SETUP routine for altering the instructions {provided} to the student, 8:63-68), 
and to select preprogrammed system faults the invention can simulate both normal equipment 
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operation and operation while certain components of the equipment have failed, 2:20-23; the 
word "certain" implies that the system faults are predetermined) [Claim 12]. 

16. Schrenk teaches an electronic memory in communications with the host computer for 
storing student responses to training exercises (during operation, a student proceeds through a 
series of instructions and questions programmed in the instruction modules, based on his{/her} 
response, the routines set pointers denoting text to be displayed, instructional paths, repeat 
paths for errors, etc., 7:25-35; the setting of pointers is inherently storing their new addresses) 
[Claim 13]. 

17. Schrenk teaches wherein the host computer further comprises a look-up table for 
associating the unique identifier code with one of the probe points to identify the probe point 
event (array tables V and R, 5:8-21; for cross-referencing test point identifications with 
simulated conditions), and a procedure for communicating the probe point event to the 
simulation server (data processor communicates with receiver and VOM through a hybrid link, 
5:28-31; using the procedure of 6:25-49, etc.) [Claim 14]. 

Response to Arguments 

18. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 4-6 & 19, filed 12/5/2007, see pages 6-8, 
have been considered but are not persuasive. 

19. In regards to Applicant's arguments concerning the Schrenk reference, the Examiner 
does not rely upon Schrenk to teach a unique identifier code transmitted through a probe, an 
information flow from or to a probe upon contact of test points, or using a coded event to 
indicate a commencement or termination of an electrical contact. These features are taught by 
Kalley, as demonstrated above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time of invention, to electrically transmit data to the tester via the probe, rather than basic 
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voltages, as taught by Kalley, using a simulated parts trainer otherwise taught by Schrenk, in 
order to prevent a user from cheating or tricking the simulator by introducing a voltage upon the 
probe that did not come from the simulator. In this way, the unique identifier code of Kalley 
would verify to the tester that the student simulator was used in the training. In response to 
applicant's arguments against the Schrenk reference individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

20. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the Schrenk 
and Kalley references, the Examiner recognizes that obviousness can be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where 
there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). Additionally, the Supreme Court has particularly emphasized 
"the need for caution in granting a patent based on the combination of elements found in the 
prior art," where, "[t]he combination of familiar elements according to known methods is likely to 
be obvious when it does no more than yield predictable results," KSR International Co. v. 

Teleflex Inc. (KSR), 550 U.S. , 82 USPQ2d at 1385 (2007). The focus when making a 

determination of obviousness should be on what a person of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
would have known at the time of the invention, and on what such a person would have been 
reasonably expected to have been able to do in view of that knowledge. This is so regardless of 
whether the source of that knowledge and ability was documentary prior art, general knowledge 
in the art, or common sense. See MPEP 2142 (Rev. 6, Sept. 2007). In the instant case, an 
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explicit motivation, supported by common sense, is provided to the Applicant in the rejection 
above. 

21 . Applicant's further argument that combination with Kalley would render the Schrenk 
reference inoperable because Schrenk monitors test points and does not rely upon a signal 
being transmitted from the test point into the probe is also not persuasive, because there is a 
reasonable expectation of success in combining Schrenk and Kalley. See MPEP 2143.02. In the 
instant case, Schrenk teaches providing a source of plus 10 volts (a low voltage) on the tip of a 
probe, which completes a circuit when it touches a test point (6:35-49). Kalley also teaches 
completing an electrical circuit to measure current (2:65- 3:2). It is deemed reasonable to expect 
success because completion of a circuit occurs. The entire functionality of Schrenk would not be 
totally altered, because electrical signals, whether they represent coded identifiers (such as 
binary numbers) or merely provide voltages, are instantiated by completing a circuit. Information 
does not literally flow out of a wire like water. Data is transmitted by electrical signals because 
the voltage and/or current patterns represent encoded information. 

22. Applicant's remarks concerning Kalley's method of "attaching the battery tester to the 
battery.... Can optionally include attaching an amps probe to a negative battery electrode, 
because a negative battery electrode does not relate to a probe point on a mechanical mock- 
up", is an attempt to cloud the rejection issue. Kalley clearly teaches where the tester can 
receive identifying information from an input device, for example, by connection through a data 
transfer port of the tester (4:58-62). The input device as taught may also be an electromagnetic 
signal detector (4:58-5:12). This input device receiving unique, coded data via a data 
transferring is understood to be a probe. Further, connecting the input device would obviously 
indicate the commencement of an event, whereas disconnecting the device would conversely 
signal the termination of a data transfer event, akin to the case where an Ethernet cable, having 
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been manually disconnected from a computer, would indicate to said computer a termination of 
communication event. Thus, the Applicant's arguments are not persuasive. 

Conclusion 

23. The following references are made of record and not used in the above rejections: 

• Ailing (US 6,679,703 B2) discloses a system for providing virtual training to a student to 
achieve a certification that he or she desires. 

• Kouba et al. (US 6,616,453 B2) discloses a system for remote certification of plant workers 
at multiple websites. 

• Rust et al. (US 6,41 8,392 B1 ) discloses a system and method for simulating a virtual 
instrumentation system. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Nikolai A. Gishnock whose telephone number is (571 )272-1420. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30a-5p. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan M. Thai can be reached on 571-272-7147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/N. A. Q.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
2/16/2008 

/Ronald Laneau/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 



